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This study of the syntax of Hidatsa was carried out for two pur- 9 

was to find out how much could be discovered of 

able i&&ce upon each other: It is only to the extent that it is pos- 
sible to work out a large portion of the grammar of a tansUage, 
that it can be a fair test of the details of a theory of linguistic 
structure. However, I do have enough confidence now in the ac- 
curacy of what I have included in this work to warrant its publica- 
tion; this grammar gives an intuitively satisfying analysis of most 
of the sentcnoes that appear in both my own corpus and in pre- 
viously published Hidatsa materiaI. However, those sentences 
which still resist analysis, when they are better understood, might 
very well require changes in parts of the grammar that are included 
here. This very thing has occasionally happened as my knowledge . 
of Hidatsa improved. 

The answer to the first of these questions, i.e., to what extent 
generative grammar provides a proper framework for non-Indw 
European languages - or, at least, for Siouan languages - is most . 
satisfying. In particular, I fetl that viewing Hidatsa from this point 
of view has led me to solutions of a number of puzzling-probkms - 
that Siouanists have always faced: the nlatiombip between active 
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and stative verbs, the different orders of, and placement of, verb 
prefixes that occur in different types of constructions, the rules that 
govern whether the plurality of a noun is marked as a suffix of the 
noun or as a suffix of the associated verb, in what sense may nouns 
and postpositions function as verbs, the relationship between the 
subjects of stative verbs and goal phrases used as objects, and the 
relationship between alienable and inalienable possession. In 
addition, this framework has facilitated discovery of previously 
unnoticed features of the structure of Siouan languages: the die. 
tinction between goal phrases used ah objects and object nouns, 
and the lack of a true ergative relation. Of course, these problems 
have been solved here only for Hidatsa, but cursory examination 
of Crow, Mandan, and Dakota suggests that these features in 
Hidatsa also occur in only slightly different form in the other Siouan 
languages. 

Concerning the other problem - that of the inherent ability of 

indicated above, I feel that the accuracy of this grammar of Hidatsa 
has increased with my knowledge of the language. This fact, as 
well as both my own work and the work of others on English leaas 
me to expect that only one who speaks the language ‘like a native’ 
can ever hope to give an exhaustive account of the structure of that . 
language. However, I have found that, after a few false starts, 
increasing knowledge of Hidatsa has led to further elaboration of 

I 1 ’  already grossly formulated constructions rather than to complete 
reformulations of the whoie grammar. I now feel that most of the . 

present lack in my understanding of Hidatsa structure concerns 1 

low-level features of the grammar rather than the basic over-all ~ 

<- In the discussion that follows, grammar rules and examples are - 
‘ - I numbered according to the chapter and section in which they OCCUT. , ’ 

Grammar rules have Arabic numerals, examples have Roman 
numerals. Thus, rule 5.3.2 is the second rule in Chapter 5, d o n  
3. When referring to a d e  or example within a chapter, but in a 
different section from the one in which the reference ~ L S ,  h t h .  
the &le zzi:! sc&sii numbtf will be giveni when the item i e f d  ’ 
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, I discovering the grammar of a language not one’s own - as I have . 
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I structure of the language. 
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I should like here to thank Zellig S. Harris for making it possible 
for me to give a series of lectures based upon this grammar at the 
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